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STATEMENT OF THE CASE
Nature of the Case
Karl Best argues that he was unlawfully seized prior to the police having reasonable
suspicion of criminal activity or probable cause for his arrest, and that law enforcement obtained
evidence from that unlawful seizure that should have been suppressed.
The State asserts that the encounter between Mr. Best and law enforcement was a
consensual encounter right up until the time that a drug dog alerted on his car. In support of its
argument, the State contends that Mr. Best’s assertion that he was unlawfully seized was
contrary to the district court’s factual findings. The State appears to argue that the district
court’s legal conclusion that Mr. Best was not unlawfully seized should be considered a factual
finding entitled to the highly-deferential clear error standard of review. Furthermore, the State
asserts that Mr. Best never submitted to law enforcement’s authority even though that argument
is not supported by the record.
This Reply Brief explains why the State’s arguments should be rejected.

Statement of the Facts and Course of Proceedings
The statement of the facts and course of proceedings were previously articulated in
Mr. Best’s Appellant’s Brief. They are not repeated in this Reply Brief.

1

ISSUE
Did the district court err by denying Mr. Best’s motion to suppress evidence obtained from his
warrantless seizure?

2

ARGUMENT
The District Court Erred By Denying Mr. Best’s Motion To Suppress Evidence Obtained From
His Warrantless Seizure

A.

The State Asserted An Improper Standard Of Review For Evaluating The District Court’s
Legal Conclusions
In the Respondent’s Brief, the State correctly acknowledges that findings of fact are

reviewed for clear error while this Court freely reviews the district court’s application of
constitutional principles to those factual findings. (Respondent’s Brief, p.3.) However, the State
goes on to characterize the district court’s constitutional analysis as a factual finding, so as to
shield it with the more deferential clear-error standard of review.
In response to Mr. Best’s assertion that he was unlawfully seized by law enforcement
prior to the officers having reasonable suspicion of criminal activity, the State argues that “Best’s
arguments are contrary to the district court’s factual findings.” (Respondent’s Brief, p.6.) After
examining the district court’s determination that Mr. Best was not seized within the meaning of
the Fourth Amendment prior to the officers having reasonable suspicion of criminal activity, 1 the
State asserts that “The court’s factual determinations that Best was free to go and never
submitted to police authority prior to being told he was free to go and physically detained is
supported by substantial and competent evidence.” (Respondent’s Brief, p.6.) The district

1

In particular, the State asserts that:
The district court was “not convinced at all that the initial contact that took place between
Mr. Best and Officer Mauri was in any way a seizure” but found that it “was something
quite to the contrary.” (Tr., p.86, Ls.7-10.) Best “certainly” was “free to go despite the
fact that a police officer was present.” (Tr., p.86, Ls.11-14.) The court found that “there
was certainly a presence of authority” but Best, although clearly “agitated,” never
demonstrated any submission to such authority. (Tr., p.86, Ls.14-18.)

(Respondent’s Brief, p.6.)
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court’s determinations that the encounter between law enforcement and Mr. Best was
consensual, and that Mr. Best was free to leave, were legal conclusions drawn by the district
court based on its factual findings.
Those legal conclusions referenced by the State should be reviewed de novo2 with proper
deference to the district court’s factual findings that supported those legal conclusions.

In

particular, the determination of whether Mr. Best was seized prior to law enforcement
developing reasonable suspicion of criminal activity is a legal conclusion should be reviewed de
novo, and the State’s attempt to have this Court apply a clear-error standard of review to this
legal conclusion is in error.
Under the proper de novo standard of review, this Court should find that the district court
erred in finding that Mr. Best was not detained within the meaning of the Fourth Amendment,
and it should hold that Mr. Best’s motion to suppress should have been granted. (See generally
Appellant’s Brief.)

B.

The State’s Assertion That Mr. Best Did Not Submit To Police Authority Is Not
Supported By The Record
In the Respondent’s Brief, the State asserts that Mr. Best never submitted to the officers’

authority and that the district court made a factual finding to this effect. In particular, the State
claims that:
The court found that “there was certainly a presence of authority” but Best,
although clearly “agitated,” never demonstrated any submission to such authority.
2

See, e.g., State v. Bainbridge, 117 Idaho 245, 247 (1990) (“We freely review, de novo, the trial
court’s legal determination of whether or not an illegal seizure occurred.”). See also Ornelas v.
United States, 517 U.S. 690, 697 (1996) (“We think independent appellate review of these
ultimate determinations of reasonable suspicion and probable cause is consistent with the
position we have taken in past cases. We have never, when reviewing a probable-cause or
reasonable-suspicion determination ourselves, expressly deferred to the trial court's
determination.”)
4

(Tr., p.86, Ls.14-18.) The court’s factual determinations that Best was free to go
and never submitted to police authority prior to being told he was not free to go
and physically detained is supported by substantial and competent evidence.
(Respondent’s Brief, p.6.) Mr. Best contends that the record does not support the State’s claim
that Mr. Best did not submit to the officers’ authority.
The State appears to mischaracterize the portion of the transcript that it references in
support of its argument that the district court found that Mr. Best did not submit to the officers’
authority. The district court stated as follows: “The officer was in uniform and there was
certainly a presence of authority, but Mr. Best certainly displayed, as the officer pointed out,
agitated behavior, but he also demonstrated some rather colorful and at times humorous
behavior.” (Tr., p.86, Ls.14-18.) The State’s assertion that this passage included a finding by
the district court that Mr. Best did not submit to the officers’ authority goes beyond a plain
reading of the district court’s statement and does not accurately reflect the district court’s factual
findings. Furthermore, the State seems to acknowledge that Mr. Best submitted, at least at times,
to the officers’ authority by not reaching for an item on his hip when commanded to do so by the
officer and responding to the officers’ various questions throughout the encounter.

(See

Respondent’s Brief, pp.6-8.)
Mr. Best asserts that the State’s argument that he did not submit to law enforcement’s
authority is not supported by the record.

5

CONCLUSION
Mr. Best respectfully requests this Court reverse the district court’s order denying his
motion to suppress, vacate his judgment of conviction, and remand this case to the district court
for further proceedings.
DATED this 30th day of December, 2020.

/s/ Jacob L. Westerfield
JACOB L. WESTERFIELD
Deputy State Appellate Public Defender
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